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like it in this essential point ; and though we-
might very properly call them religions figura-
tively, they would not be religions in a scientific
sense, any more than scientifically love can be
called a fire, or a pair of angry eyes be said to be
looking* daggers.

Suppose, however, that we set this argument
aside, and grant the author all that he has con-
tended for ; suppose we grant him that there can
be religions not only of bad objects as well as-
good, but of impersonal objects as well as-
personal deities, there yet remains to be made a
far more important criticism. If the author's
contention be not absolutely untrue, it is at all
events absolutely without significance. He
complains of men who were once Christians, for
saying that science has destroyed religion ; and
he seeks to reassure them by his long and
elaborate proof that, though no doubt it really
has destroyed Christianity, it has destroyed, in
doing so, not religion, but only a religion.
' Religion per se ' it has left wholly intact. If,
however, religion per se need be neither good,
nor true, nor useful, nor elevating,, who will care
to be told that religion per se will remain with
us ? Men who think that Christianity has been